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Why Community Indicators?Why Community Indicators?

• Inform and engage

• Common understanding & 
common ground

• Move debate to dialogue

• Foster collaborative problem-
solving



Tough problems know no boundariesTough problems know no boundaries



Community leaders face tough Community leaders face tough 
decisions with incomplete informationdecisions with incomplete information



Our argument culture predisposes Our argument culture predisposes 
public debate as a battlepublic debate as a battle



Polarized debate limits information Polarized debate limits information 
we get to two sideswe get to two sides

. . . and undercuts problem-solving



A perfect storm preventing A perfect storm preventing 
problemproblem--solvingsolving



Healthy Mountain Communities

501c3 Nonprofit Corporation since 1994

Board of Directors
(currently 7)

• Citizens from region
• Local Elected Officials
• Local Government Staff

Funding Sources

• Contract Services 
• Local Governments 
• State Grants 
• Private Foundations
• Individual Contributions



HMC’s role: HMC’s role: 
Move debate to dialogueMove debate to dialogue

Future

Present

Left

Liberal

Right

Conservative

"Dialogue is a conversation with a center, not sides. It is a 
way of taking the energy of our differences and channeling it 
toward something that has never been created before."

- William Isaacs



Localize data & build trustLocalize data & build trust

“Debate (courts, 
parliaments) works for 
deciding between already 
created alternatives, but it 
does not create anything 
new.  We must listen and in 
dialogue for this to happen.”

- Adam Kahane



Think regionallyThink regionally

Beyond political and professional boundaries



Broaden the definition of healthBroaden the definition of health

. . . and the scope of the debate



Broaden the tools of engagementBroaden the tools of engagement

“The quality of 
engagement 
determines the 
quality of 
outcomes.”

-- David Chrislip

Procedural 
problem solving

Participatory 
problem solvingEnlarge problemEnlarge problem--solving possibilitiessolving possibilities



Foster collaborationFoster collaboration

“We have 
more in 
common 
than in 
conflict.”

- Rev. Wm 
Sloan Coffin

Turn sides into innovative solutions
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Community Community 
Indicators: Indicators: 
A tool for A tool for 

engagementengagement



TRANSPORTATIONTRANSPORTATION



Connecting data to local issuesConnecting data to local issues

Supplement 
state data 
with local 

data



Getting people togetherGetting people together

“Dynamic places have dynamic problems.  The West has plenty. 
Resolving these problems will require dynamic, healthy 
conversation in communities.”

- Frank Allen
Institute for Journalism & the Environment



Enlarging the possibilities Enlarging the possibilities 



Common understanding moves Common understanding moves 
debate to dialoguedebate to dialogue





AFFORDABLE HOUSINGAFFORDABLE HOUSING

Aiming to pin down housing's moving target 
By JOHN STROUD 
Sunday, July 25, 1999

For as long as affordable housing, or the lack thereof, has been a 
concerning issue for communities in the resort-driven real estate markets 
of western Colorado, the term affordable has been one of the most 
nebulous words to define. What to do about the problem has been an even 
bigger dilemma. 

Lacking a clear definition of the issue, local governments have been slow 
to respond, often recognizing that there is indeed a problem, but with no 
real consensus on how to address it.



Basalt Carbondale Glenwood Springs Eagle County Garfield County

• 1998-2000
• Nexus Analysis
• Tool Analysis
• Legal Analysis
• Model ordinances
• Administrative 

structure

Elected officials, planners, citizens, & business representatives 
participating because they believed they could not solve the issue alone 

Regional Affordable Housing InitiativeRegional Affordable Housing Initiative



Average Wages and Housing Prices 
Carbondale and Glenwood Springs
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Localize dataLocalize data



Percentage Change in Wages and Housing Prices 
in the Glenwood - Basalt Corridor 1990 to 1998
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Average Annual Wage Paid by Garfield
County Employers
1990:  $19,897
1998:  $26,299

Average Annual Wage Paid by Pitkin
County Employers
1990:  $20,514
1998:  $28,308

Median Rent - Glenwood to Basalt
Corridor 
1990:  $497
1998:  $730

Median Housing Sales Price in
GWS/Cdale Area - Single Family &
Condo Units
1990:  $97,750
1998:  $237,209



Proportion of Households Which Are Experiencing a Housing Cost Burden* by Income Bracket - 
Basalt to Glenwood Corridor, 1998
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Percentage of Population  vs. 
Percentage of Home by Income/Affordability Bracket, 

Basalt to Glenwood Springs, 1998
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$48,000 can afford a home 
of up to $150,000.



Regional Housing SummitRegional Housing Summit
September 2001



C’dale adopts affordable housing 
regs
15 percent of all new housing to meet pricing 
standards

By John Stroud
Valley Journal staff writer
October 11, 2001

The Carbondale Board of Trustees took a major 
step in the arena of affordable housing Tuesday 
night, voting 6-0 to adopt an ordinance requiring 
15 percent of homes in new residential 
developments to meet affordability standards.

The so-called Inclusionary Housing ordinance takes 
effect immediately, in the interest of “preservation 
of public, health, safety and welfare,” as 
determined by the town’s elected officials.





New toolNew tool

29-1-204.5 - Establishment 
of multi-jurisdictional 
housing authorities

State enabling State enabling 
legislationlegislation



Regional Housing 
Trust Director

Garfield 
County 
Housing 
Authority

Garfield 
County

Glenwood 
Springs

Carbondale

Basalt

Regional Housing 
Trust Fund 

Board of Directors
(city managers)

$120,000 annual budget

$29,000

$50,000

$24,000

$13,500

Roaring Fork Roaring Fork 
Community Housing FundCommunity Housing Fund

I
G
A

July 11, 2004
Fund to finance affordable housing
Final version up for review by cities, county this month

• Increase the 
regional 
cooperation

• Increase local 
government 
capacity

• Use 
entrepreneurial 
approach to 
leverage 
financing for 
community goals



Why Community Indicators?Why Community Indicators?

Inform and engage



Employees that live in the Employees that live in the 
same community in which they worksame community in which they work
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P e r c e n t  o f  W o r k e r s  L i v i n g  a n d  W o r k i n g  i n  S a m e  C o m m u n i t y

2 0 0 4  S u r v e y
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S o u r c e :   B u r e a u  o f  T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  S t a t i s t i c s ;  2 0 0 0  U S  C e n s u s ;  2 0 0 4  E m p l o y e e  S u r v e y ;  R R C  
A s s o c i a t e s ,  I n c .
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Figure 2.1.6

Local Local 
context context 
mattersmatters



Common understanding & Common understanding & 
common groundcommon ground

“Without any 
forethought, you’re 
going to end up 
with a giant mess 
where the residents 
lose out to the 
economic drivers.”

- Jim Westkott



Commuters 2000 & 2025Commuters 2000 & 2025
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Local Local 
context context 
mattersmatters



Debate to DialogueDebate to Dialogue

Statement to questionsStatement to questions



Updated population projections 2030Updated population projections 2030

26,00015,800Pitkin 
County

148,00044,300Garfield 
County

88,00043,000Eagle 
County

20302000



Training 
the media



Regional collaborative Regional collaborative 
problemproblem--solvingsolving

“Population growth 
projected for this region 
over the next 25 years 
will, even by cautious 
estimates, bring a 
staggering number of 
people into [the region].”

“A regional summit on 
growth just might be the 
solution.  It would allow 
local governments to set 
aside their very real 
political difference and 
begin looking for ways to 
work together to protect 
the broader community 
from turning into a 
suburban disaster . . .”



Colin LairdColin Laird

Healthy Healthy 
Mountain Mountain 
CommunitiesCommunities

www.hmccolorado.orgwww.hmccolorado.org

claird@hmccolorado.orgclaird@hmccolorado.org

970.963.5502970.963.5502


